| strongly disagree with goverment control of this under the table attempt at restricting our freedom of
speech:

| quote:

Opposition comes from free-market advocates, including think tanks such as the Cato Institute and
the Competitive Enterprise Institute. The Goldwater Institute and Americans for Tax Reform have also
suggested that this principle may violate the First Amendment.[44] Opponents of net neutrality also
include large hardware companies and members of the cable and telecommunications industries.[5]
Five of the biggest telecom corporations in the country?Verizon, Time Warner, AT&T, Comcast, and
Qwest collectively lobbied $218 million to Representatives and gave $23.7 million in campaign
contributions from 2006?2008.

A number of these opponents have created a website called Hands Off The Internet[46] to explain
their arguments against net neutrality. Principal financial support for the website comes from AT&T,
and members include technology firms and pro-market advocacy group Citizens Against Government
Waste.

Network neutrality regulations are opposed by some noted Internet engineers, such as professor
David Farber and TCP inventor Bob Kahn. Robert Pepper is senior managing director, global
advanced technology policy, at Cisco Systems, and is the former FCC chief of policy development.
He says: "The supporters of net neutrality regulation believe that more rules are necessary. In their
view, without greater regulation, service providers might parcel out bandwidth or services, creating a
bifurcated world in which the wealthy enjoy first-class Internet access, while everyone else is left with
slow connections and degraded content. That scenario, however, is a false paradigm. Such an all-or-
nothing world doesn't exist today, nor will it exist in the future. Without additional regulation, service
providers are likely to continue doing what they are doing. They will continue to offer a variety of
broadband service plans at a variety of price points to suit every type of consumer."

Bob Kahn, one of the fathers of the Internet, has said net neutrality is a slogan that would freeze
innovation in the core of the Internet.

Farber has written and spoken strongly in favor of continued research and development on core
Internet protocols. He joined academic colleagues Michael Katz, Christopher Yoo, and Gerald
Faulhaber in an Op-Ed for the Washington Post strongly critical of network neutrality, stating, "The
Internet needs a makeover. Unfortunately, congressional initiatives aimed at preserving the best of
the old Internet threaten to stifle the emergence of the new one."[53]

Arguments against network neutrality



Innovation and investment

Some opponents of net neutrality argue that prioritization of bandwidth is necessary for future
innovation on the Internet

Telecommunications providers such as telephone and cable companies, and some technology
companies that supply networking gear, argue telecom providers should have the ability to provide
preferential treatment in the form of a tiered services, for example by giving online companies willing
to pay the ability to transfer their data packets faster than other Internet traffic. The added revenue
from such services could be used to pay for the building of increased broadband access to more
consumers. Opponents to net neutrality have also argued that net neutrality regulation would have
adverse consequences for innovation and competition in the market for broadband access by making
it more difficult for Internet service providers (ISPs) and other network operators to recoup their
investments in broadband networks.[54] John Thorne, senior vice president and deputy general
counsel of Verizon, a broadband and telecommunications company, has argued that they will have no
incentive to make large investments to develop advanced fibre-optic networks if they are prohibited
from charging higher preferred access fees to companies that wish to take advantage of the
expanded capabilities of such networks. Thorne and other ISPs have accused Google and Skype of
freeloading or free riding for using a network of lines and cables the phone company spent billions of
dollars to build.

Bandwidth availability

Since the early 1990s Internet traffic has increased steadily. The arrival of picture-rich websites and
MP3s led to a sharp increase in the mid 1990s followed by a subsequent sharp increase since 2003
as video streaming and peer-to-peer file sharing became more common. In reaction to companies
including YouTube, as well as smaller companies starting to offer free video content, using
substantial amounts of bandwidth, at least one Internet service provider (ISP), SBC Communications
(now doing business as AT&T), has suggested that it should have the right to charge these
companies for making their content available over the provider's network. Bret Swanson from the Wall
Street Journal said that YouTube, MySpace and blogs are put at risk by net neutrality. Swanson says
that YouTube streams as much data in three months as the world's radio, cable and broadcast
television channels stream in one year, 75 petabytes. He argues that today's networks are not
remotely prepared to handle what he calls the "exaflood" (see exabytes). He argues that net neutrality
would prevent broadband networks from being built, which would limit available bandwidth and thus
endanger innovation.

Opposition to legislation
Given a rapidly-changing technological and market environment, many in the public policy area
guestion the government's ability to make and maintain meaningful regulation that doesn't cause



more harm than good. Poorly conceived legislation could make it difficult for Internet Service
Providers to legally perform necessary and generally useful packet filtering such as combating denial
of service attacks, filtering E-Mail spam, and preventing the spread of computer viruses. Quoting
Bram Cohen, the creator of BitTorrent,"l most definitely do not want the Internet to become like
television where there's actual censorship... however it is very difficult to actually create network
neutrality laws which don't result in an absurdity like making it so that ISPs can't drop spam or stop...
attacks." Some proposed pieces of legislation would even make fair queuing illegal as it requires
prioritization of packets based on criteria other than that permitted by the proposed law.

Recent pieces of legislation, like The Internet Freedom Preservation Act of 2009, attempt to mitigate
these concerns by excluding reasonable network management from regulation.

The Wall Street Journal has written that: "Government's role here, properly understood, is not to tell
Comcast how to manage its network. Rather, it is to make sure consumers have alternatives to
Comcast if they are unhappy with their Internet service."



